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Sir: 

REPLY BRIEF 

In the Response to Argument section of the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner 
maintains that Edwards discloses a casket lid molded as a one-piece unitary structure find 
Eider discloses the claimed lid shape. The Examiner then concludes that a person of 
ordinary skill would be motivated to change the shape of the lid to the known lid shape of 
Elder "because Edwards provides reason to change the mold shape," Appellants find 
absolutely nothing in Edwards which would suggest, provide motivation for, or even 
remotely hint at, changing the mold shape of Edwards to arrive at the claimed molded 
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casket lid of Appellants' invention. As was pointed out in Appellants' Appeal Brief, Edwards 
really does not disclose a specific shape of molded cover, much less suggest that that shape 
could be changed to some other shape. And Elder certainly does not teach that its lid could 
be molded. In the absence of at least some evidence, it is simply not seen how the 
combination of Edwards and Eider is proper. The Examiner has engaged in classic 
hindsight. 

The Examiner states that the ordinary skill in the art is not high and there is no 
objective evidence of non-obviousness. Appellants respectfully suggest that the passage of 
nearly 80 years from the time of the Edwards invention and Appellants' invention is strong 
evidence of non-obviousness; in other words, if Appellants claimed molded casket lid was 
obvious surely there would be some disclosure thereof in the patent literature. However, 
there is not. Appellants were able to fabricate a three-dimensional casket lid molded as a 
one-piece, unitary structure having the structural elements of independent claims 21 and 35. 
To the best of Appellants' knowledge, no one else succeeded in doing so before them. The 
claimed invention eliminates a number of manufacturing steps, and in doing so reduces the 
cost associated with fabricating casket lids. For the Examiner to ignore these advantages, 
and ignore the fact that the problem solved by this invention went unsolved for nearly 80 
years, is to simply ignore the "objective evidence of non-obviousness" of record. 
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foregoing reasons, it is submitted that the § 103(a) rejections 



error. Reversal of the rejections is respectfully requested. 
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Respectfully submitted, 




